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to considerations of amour-propre or scholastic prejudice. The problems raised by Peckham's letters must be treated and solved by the application of the simple principles of historical criticism. The belief that the thirteenth century witnessed a struggle for supremacy between an ' Augustinian ' and an ' Aristotelian ' school of thought has pervaded writings on medieval philosophy since the introduction of the terms * Augustinianism ' and * Aristotelianism ' by Franz (later Cardinal) Ehrle, S.J., in 1889.1 Conflict, culminating in the condemnations of 1270, 1277 and 1286 and in the embittered controversies to which these condemnations gave rise, certainly existed. But the tenets of the opposing parties were not such as are conveyed by the terms ' Augustinianism ' and * Aristotelianism '. Cardinal Ehrle was careful to point out that he meant much more by ' Augustinianism ' than the authentic teaching of St. Augustine so much more in fact that his choice of this particular term to designate what he had in mind is to be regretted. By ' Augustinianism ' he meant what we may for convenience sake term the pre-Aristotelian phase of scholastic thought as represented by Alexander of Hales, William of Auvergne, Roland of Cremona and others. This older school did not remain aloof from the great Aristotelian revival of the thirteenth century ; it continued to exist side by side with the new school of St. Albert the Great and St. Thomas Aquinas. It assimilated the theorems of the Stagirite but more slowly, with greater caution, through better translations and purified from the influence of Arabic commentators. In spite of this, however, the new school had the advantage in that its assimilation of Aristotle was more unified and systematic and this was due to the surpassing genius of St. Thomas Aquinas.2 This view has 1 F. Ehrle, " Beitrage zur Geschichte der mittelalterlichen Scholastik, II, Der Augustinismus und der Anstotelismus in der Scholastik gegen Ende des 13 Jahrhunderts " in Archiv fur Literatur-und Kirchengeschichte des Mittelalters, Band 5 (1889), pp. 603-635 ; " John Peckham iiber den Kampf des Augustinismus und Aristotelismus in der zweiten Halfte des 13 Jhs." in Zeitschrift fur katolischen Theologie, 13(1889). pp. 172-193. 2 " Dieselbe loste sich viel langsamer von den Banden, welche sie an den hi. Augustin fesselten, und nahm die Theoreme des Staginten viel bedachtiger m sich auf, wodurch sie allerdings den Vortheil erlangte, dass sie dessen Lehre in einer gereiftern, durch bessere Uebersetzungen gelautertern und von den had to be profoundly modified in the course of time, and with the progress of medieval studies it seems as if it will have to undergo greater modification still.1 To take but one example, Roger Bacon is generally classed as an * Augustinian '. In my recent study of Bacon I was led to conclude that the influence of St. Augustine on Bacon was practically nil and that Bacon believed himself to be a faithful follower of Aristotle. Even the very theses which decided historians to number him among the * Augustinians * Bacon considered to be the authentic teaching of the Stagirite. directly into the faculties of arts and directly and indirectly into the schools of theology. In the schools of theology it was but natural that they should have become linked up with the predominantly Augustinian tradition of these schools and that support should have been sought for them in the works of St. Augustine.1 In fact, I have found that for all but one of these theses the authority of both St. Augustine and Aristotle is invoked, and that long before 1270. The exception is the doctrine of plurality of forms, particularly as it applies to man. On that question the Augustinians were more Aristotelian than the Aristotelians. 2 In the use of the term ' Aristotelianism ' to designate the teaching of St. Thomas care must be taken to avoid exaggeration. In the first place, all the great scholastics were Christians and were careful not to incorporate the errors of the great pagan philosopher in their syntheses.3 In the second place, St. Thomas was far from being a mere commentator ; he constructed an original synthesis which profoundly modified the teaching of Aristotle and this was felt even by his contemporaries* Cardinal Ehrle has stressed this point; the teaching of St. Thomas was new, a novelty. This was the opinion of friend and enemy alike of the new school. It is important to keep this in mind. The testimony of William of Tocco, the biographer of St. Thomas, stressed the novelty of the Saint's method : " Erat enim novos in sua lectione movens articulos, novum modum et clarum determinandi Jnveniens et novas reducens in determmationibus rationes, ut nemo qui ipsum audisset nova docere et novis rationibus dubia definire, dubitaret quod eum Deus novi luminis radiis illustraret, qui statim tarn certi coepisset (esse) judicii, ut non dubitaret novas opiniones docere et scnbere. 
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A third school of thought, also Aristotelian but frankly heterodox, appeared in the second half of the thirteenth century. This tendency has been called Latin Averroism. Again, the denomination is misleading. The only specifically Averroistic thesis defended by Siger of Brabant, and that at one period of his career, was that of unity of the possible intellect or passive reason.1
In the second half of the thirteenth century we find therefore three main currents of thought all claiming the patronage of Aristotle. One of these was openly heretical. Another socalled Augustinian current claimed to represent orthodoxy and tradition. The third current, Thomism, proclaimed its orthodoxy but had its claim treated with suspicion and hostility. How were the forces divided in the principal centres of learning ? At Paris, the hub of the intellectual world in the thirteenth century, ' Augustmianism ' was firmly entrenched in the faculty of theology, certainly up to the year 1277. Admirers of St. Thomas were principally found among those teaching in the faculty of arts.2 Herein lay a danger to the new school, as it was in the faculty of arts that the heterodox current had its protagonists.3 Even within the Dominican Order Thomism had, and continued to have to the end of the thirteenth century and even to the beginning of the fourteenth century, opponents. But the opposition to Thomism was strongest at Oxford. There * Augustinianism ' held sway not only in the faculty of theology but also in the faculty of arts and opposition to Thomism was only to be expected.4 At Rome, too, as has been shown by A. Callebaut, the Augustinians were in the ascendant up to the end of the thirteenth century. naturally aroused suspicion and hostility. The simultaneous growth of a heterodox movement that was subversive of Christianity did not help to clarify the issue nor make for calm and deliberate judgment.
The first indication we have of official opposition to the teaching of St. Thomas is contained in one of Peckham's letters.1 The doctrine at stake was that of unity of form. In the presence of the Bishop of Pans and masters of theology he was taken to task even by his own confreres until he submitted all his opinions which might need correction to the judgment of the masters. According to Roger Marston, who was present at the seance, the Thomist opinion on unity of form was condemned as contrary to the assertions and doctrines of the Fathers, and particularly of St. Augustine and St. Anselm.2
It is commonly held that two doctrines of St. Thomas came up for discussion in connection with a batch of heretical propositions condemned in 1270. This is far from being established; it is quite certain that at least one of the two doctrines in question bears no relation to the teaching of St. Thomas.3 On 7th March, 1277, a series of 219 propositions which were being taught in the faculty of arts at Paris were condemned by Stephen Tempier, Bishop of Paris. Nine of these propositions were common to St. Thomas and to the masters of the faculty of arts. The action of Kilwardby in prohibiting the teaching of certain theses of St. Thomas, in particular that of unity of form, was continued by Peckham. But the circumstances had changed in one important respect. In 1278, at the general chapter held at Milan, the Dominicans decreed that an inquiry should be instituted without delay into the conduct of those Dominicans in England who had spoken adversely of the writings of Thomas Aquinas, and the visitors charged with the inquiry were given full power to punish, exile and deprive of office those who had so acted.3 In 1279, the general chapter assembled at Paris decreed that all those who spoke or wrote irreverently or in unbecoming fashion of St. Thomas or his writings should be severely punished.4 As the result of these decrees, the situation during Peckham's tenure of office was a much more difficult one for all concerned. In fact the story is rather a tragic one.
When we come to examine the scope, the nature and the result of Peckham's intervention in these scholastic debates, our only documents are a series of letters, some written motu propn'o, some provoked by the attacks of which he, in his person, 
in his Order or in his Office, was the object. In considering the second type of letter an attempt must be made to determine the nature and tone of these attacks ; the letters cannot be interpreted apart from the historical context in which they were composed. It appears to me that neither Dom Knowles nor Fr. Callus have paid sufficient attention to this aspect of the problem, with the result that they do not present a complete and unbiased account of Peckham's action. In November 1284, Peckham, in the course of his canonical visitation, visited the University of Oxford and renewed Kilwardby's condemnation, making special reference to the doctrine of unity of form. 1 Several questions arise in connection with this act of Peckham. In the first place, was his visitation of the University a routine affair or did Peckham, as Dom Knowles suggests, act with special design ? In the second place, did Peckham make known beforehand that while at Oxford he would proceed against supporters of the doctrine of unity of form ? 2 There is no reason to believe that Peckham's visit was other than routine. As early as 16th July, 1284, he had announced his intention to postpone his metropolitical visitation of the diocese of Lincoln until the day after the feast of the Exaltation of the Holy Cross ; this he did to accommodate both clergy and people.3 In his visit to Oxford, consequently, there is no sign of intemperate haste, no indication that Peckham was haunted by the spectre of unity of form. It is but natural to infer that a certain agitation would be caused among the masters of the University, particularly among those who disregarded Kilwardby's condemnation and were familiar with Peckham's views, which had been openly professed for many years at Oxford, at Paris and at Rome. 4 In addition, feeling at Oxford must have been against the young and ardent Thomist school. But seven or eight years before, all the masters, regent and non-regent, had concurred in the condemnation of the Thomist teaching. There is nothing to show that the attitude of masters not in the Dominican Order had radically changed in the meanwhile. The masters who were hostile to the teaching of Thomas Aquinas and who, in good faith, genuinely believed it to be hostile to the Catholic Faith, would have appealed to Peckham to take the necessary steps to prevent the spreading of false doctrine. In the instance, Peckham's silence would have been as eloquent as the pronouncement he actually made. No more than this is required to explain the visit of the Dominican Provincial, William of Hothum, to Sonning on 22nd October, 1284. In the course of an interview, Peckham informed him that, on the occasion of his visit to Oxford, he intended to renew Kilwardby's condemnation of Thomist teaching on unity of form. Are we to infer from this that Peckham's action at Oxford, ' was not due to any information brought to his notice in the course of his visitation ' ? * To do so would be to over-simplify the question. It is quite improbable that the Oxford masters who had antiThomist leanings and who had concurred in Kilwardby's action had not already made representations in the proper quarter. In fact Peckham had been informed that the ' errors ' condemned by Kilwardby had again been resuscitated. Roger Marston, Peckham's pupil, was regent in the Franciscan school between 1280 and 1284,2 and Fr. Callus has recalled Marston's * impetuous invectives ' against Thomas Aquinas.3 It is unlikely then that Peckham was not perfectly well informed on the point of issue because of information received. In the course of the interview at Sonning, Dom Knowles informs us that Peckham ' asserted somewhat disingenuously, that he was not going to Oxford to attack the Preachers or their opinions, but merely to reiterate some decrees of his predecessor affecting the faculty of arts '. 4 We are not told what purpose this dismgenuousness could serve, nor are we told whom Peckham was trying to deceive. In fact, there is no dismgenuousness in Peckham's statement. He informed Hothum that he intended in no way to abuse the It is to be noted how Peckham contrasts the attitude of the humilis doctor, Thomas Aquinas, of whom he never speaks in an unbecoming manner (unlike some Dominicans, as we may infer from the decrees of the general chapters of 1278 and 1279), with that of his disciples at Oxford. Perhaps the disciples were not worthy of the master. It is to be noted, too, with what care expressions occurring in Peckham's letters should be interpreted. Considering the circumstances under which these letters were written and the nature of the campaign being carried on at Oxford, too great importance should not be attached to those passages in which Peckham appeals to the authority of St. Augustine. I am inclined to consider them rather in the light of a defence of the authority of St. Augustine than as a manoeuvre to discredit his opponents. To consider three passages from these letters as a kind of manifesto of medieval Augustimamsm 254 THE JOHN RYLANDS LIBRARY is to ignore the nature of the documents and to disregard their historical context. 1 Peckham is not making charges ; he is answering them. He shows no hostility to Aristotle; on the contrary, Aristotle is for him clarissimus philosophus. Peckham combats the philosophy of Aquinas by arguments drawn from Aristotle as well as from St. Augustine. His identification of the active intellect (intellectus agens) with God, a doctrine which some consider the hall-mark of medieval * Augustimanism ', Peckham confirms by an appeal to Aristotle.2 A struggle (/Camp/, lutte) against Aristotle is one campaign in which Peckham took no part.
I have previously referred to the tragic element in the situation which had arisen between Peckham and the Oxford Dominicans. If Kilwardby and Peckham were animated by motives of pride or personal animosity, their action should be severely judged. There are no grounds, however, for suggesting, as P. Mandonnet and Dom Knowles do, that Kilwardby feared loss of popularity or of prestige. Such a motive would not have merited for him the everlasting blessing that he thought he deserved : Et reputo me pro facto meo benedictionem sempiternam meruisse.3 Few will question the good faith of either Kilwardby or Peckham and, granting bona fides, few, I believe, will be surprised that they condemned what they considered contrary to the Catholic faith. 4 The action of the Council of London was, however, too drastic and betrays a lack of balanced judgment in condemning as heretical the doctrine of unity of form. Was
